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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 101 

1 . 35 U.S.C. §1 01 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

the invention as disclosed in claims 1-80 is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

2. Regardless of whether any of the claims are in the technological arts, none of 
them is limited to practical applications in the technological arts. Examiner finds that In 
re Warmerdam, 33 F.3d 1354, 31 USPQ2d 1754 (Fed. Cir. 1994) controls the 35 U.S.C. 
§1 01 issues on that point for reasons made clear by the Federal Circuit in AT&T Corp. 
v. Excel Communications, Inc., 50 USPQ2d 1447 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Specifically, the 
Federal Circuit held that the act of: 

...[TJaking several abstract ideas and manipulating them together adds 
nothing to the basic equation. AT&T v. Excel at 1453 quoting In re 
Warmerdam, 33 F.3d 1354, 1360 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Examiner finds that Applicant's "information identifying ... users that are members of the 
group" and "information identifying ... items that are members of the group" references 
are just such abstract ideas. 

3. Examiner bases his position upon guidance provided by the Federal Circuit in In 
re Warmerdam, as interpreted by AT&T v. Excel. This set of precedents is within the 
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same line of cases as the Alappat-State Street Bank decisions and is in complete 
agreement with those decisions. Warmerdam is consistent with State Streets holding 
that: 

Today we hold that the transformation of data, representing discrete dollar 
amounts, by a machine through a series of mathematical calculations into a 
final share price, constitutes a practical application of a mathematical 
algorithm, formula, or calculation because it produces 'a useful, concrete and 
tangible result" - a final share price momentarily fixed for recording purposes 
and even accepted and relied upon by regulatory authorities and in 
subsequent trades, (emphasis added) State Street Bank at 1601 . 

4. True enough, that case later eliminated the "business method exception" in order 
to show that business methods were not per se nonstatutory, but the court clearly did 
not go so far as to make business methods per se statutory. A plain reading of the 
excerpt above shows that the Court was very specific in its definition of the new 
practical application. It would have been much easier for the court to say that "business 
methods were per se statutory" than it was to define the practical application in the case 
as "...the transformation of data, representing discrete dollar amounts, by a machine 
through a series of mathematical calculations into a final share price..." 

5. The court was being very specific. 

6. Additionally, the court was also careful to specify that the "useful, concrete and 
tangible result" it found was "a final share price momentarily fixed for recording 
purposes and even accepted and relied upon by regulatory authorities and in 
subsequent trades ." (i.e. the trading activity is the further practical use of the real world 
monetary data beyond the transformation in the computer - i.e., "post-processing 
activity".) 
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7. Applicant cites no such specific results to define a useful, concrete and tangible 
result. Neither does Applicant specify the associated practical application with the kind 
of specificity the Federal Circuit used. 

8. Furthermore, in the case In re Warmerdam, the Federal Circuit held that: 



... [Tlhe dispositive issue for assessing compliance with Section 101 in this 
case is whether the claim is for a process that goes beyond simply 
manipulating 'abstract ideas' or 'natural phenomena' ... As the Supreme 
Court has made clear, '[a]n idea of itself is not patentable, ... taking several 
abstract ideas and manipulating them together adds nothing to the basic 
eguation . In re Warmerdam 31 USPQ2d at 1759 (emphasis added). 
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9. Since the Federal Circuit held in Warmerdam that this is the "dispositive issue" 
when it judged the usefulness, concreteness, and tangibility of the claim limitations in 
that case, Examiner in the present case views this holding as the dispositive issue for 
determining whether a claim is "useful, concrete, and tangible" in similar cases. 
Accordingly, the Examiner finds that Applicant manipulated a set of abstract 
"information identifying ... users that are members of the group" and "information 
identifying ... items that are members of the group" to solve purely algorithmic problems 
in the abstract. 

10. Since the claims are not limited to exclude such abstractions, the broadest 
reasonable interpretation of the claim limitations includes such abstractions. Therefore, 
the claims are impermissibly abstract under 35 U.S.C. §101 doctrine. 

1 1 . Since Warmerdam is within the Alappat-State Street Bank line of cases, it takes 
the same view of "useful, concrete, and tangible" the Federal Circuit applied in Sfafe 
Street Bank. Therefore, under State Street Bank, this could not be a "useful, concrete 
and tangible result". There is only manipulation of abstract ideas. 

12. The Federal Circuit validated the use of Warmerdam in its more recent AT&T 
Corp. v. Excel Communications, Inc. decision. The Court reminded us that: 

Finally, the decision in In re Warmerdam, 33 F.3d 1354, 31 
USPQ2d 1754 (Fed. Cir. 1994) is not to the contrary. *** The court found 
that the claimed process did nothing more than manipulate basic 
mathematical constructs and concluded that 'taking several abstract ideas 
and manipulating them together adds nothing to the basic equation' ; 
hence, the court held that the claims were properly rejected under §1 01 ... 
Whether one agrees with the court's conclusion on the facts, the holding of 
the case is a straightforward application of the basic principle that mere laws 
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of nature, natural phenomena, and abstract ideas are not within the 
categories of inventions or discoveries that may be patented under §101 . 
(emphasis added) AT&T Corp. v. Excel Communications, Inc., 50 
USPQ2d 1447, 1453 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

1 3. Remember that in In re Warmerdam, the Court said that this was the dispositive 
issue to be considered. In the >4T& 7" decision cited above, the Court reaffirms that this is 
the issue for assessing the "useful, concrete, and tangible" nature of a set of claims 
under 101 doctrine. Accordingly, Examiner views the Warmerdam holding as the 
dispositive issue in this analogous case. 

1 4. The fact that the invention is merely the manipulation of abstract ideas is clear. 
The data referred to by Applicant's phrases "information identifying ... users that are 
members of the group" and "information identifying ... items that are members of the 
group" are simply abstract constructs that do not limit the claims to the transformation of 
real world data (such as monetary data or heart rhythm data) by some disclosed 
process. Consequently, the necessary conclusion under AT&T, State Street and 
Warmerdam, is straightforward and clear. The claims take several abstract ideas (i.e., 
"information identifying ... users that are members of the group" and "information 
identifying ... items that are members of the group" in the abstract) and manipulate 
them together adding nothing to the basic equation. Claims 1-80 are, thereby, rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 101. 

1 5. Regarding the "system" recitals in claims 59-65, and 77-80 and the presumed 
"product of manufacture" claims in claims 67-76, the invention is still found to be 
nonstatutory. Any other finding would be at variance with current case law. Specifically, 
the Federal Circuit held in AT&T v. Excel, 50 USPQ2d 1447 (Fed. Cir. 1999) that: 
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Whether stated implicitly or explicitly, we conside r the scope of 
Section 1 01 to be the same regardless of the form - machine or process 
- in which a particular claim is drafted . AT&T v. Excel, 50 USPQ2d 1447, 
1452 citing In re Alappat, 33 F.3d at 1 581 , 31 USPQ2d at 1 589 (Rader, J., 
concurring) (emphasis added.) 

1 6. Examiner considers the scope of Section 101 to be the same regardless of 
whether Applicant claims a "process", "machine", or "product of manufacture". While 
the "system" recitals in the preambles of claims 59-65, and 77-80 make the claims 
ostensibly drawn to be "apparatus" claims, they are insufficient by themselves to limit 
the claims to statutory subject matter. Likewise, the presumed attempts to limit claims 
67-76 to "product of manufacture" claims are insufficient by themselves to limit the 
claims to statutory subject matter. Examiner's position is clearly consistent with Alappat, 
and AT&T and is implicitly consistent with Warmerdam and State Street. Accordingly, 
those claims are also properly rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. §112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph because current 
case law (and accordingly, the MPEP) require such a rejection if a §101 rejection is 
given because when Applicant has not in fact disclosed the practical application for the 
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invention, as a matter of law there is no way Applicant could have disclosed how to 
practice the undisclosed practical application. This is how the MPEP puts it: 

("The how to use prong of section 112 incorporates as a matter of law the 
requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101 that the specification disclose as a matter of 
fact a practical utility for the invention.... If the applica tion fails as a matter of 
fact to satisfy 35 U.S.C. §101. then the application a lso fails as a matter 
of law to enable one of ordinary skill in the art to use the invention under 35 
U.S.C. S112.") : In re Kirk, 376 F.2d 936, 942, 153 USPQ 48, 53 (CCPA 
1967) ("Necessarily, compliance with § 1 12 requires a description of how to 
use presently useful inventions, otherwise an applicant would 
anomalously be required to teach how to use a useless 
invention.").See, MPEP 21 07.01 (IV), quoting In re Kirk (emphasis added). 

Therefore, claims 1-80 are rejected on this basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

17. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. §1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 8. Claims 1 -2, 7-16, 26-34, 41 -42, 44-58, 60-75, and 77-80 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by Brown et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,557,686; 
dated 09/17/1996; class 382; subclass 115). Specifically: 
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Claim 1 

Claim 1 's "retrieving information identifying , for each of a plurality of groups, 
users that are members of the group;" is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 2, lin. 3-7, 
where it recites: 



Accordingly, one object of this invention is to provide a method and 
apparatus for verifying the authenticity of a user of a system having a low 
imposter pass rate, a low false alarm rate, while only requiring a small 
number of keystrokes from the user. 

Claim 1 J s " for each group, analyzing properties of the members of the group to 
identify properties that distinguish users that are members of the group from users that 
are not members of the group, the analyzed properties relating to interactions with the 
subject Web site undertaken by users;" is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 2, lin. 22-25, 
where it recites: 

The self-organizing network outputs purified samples of the authorized user 
which are similar in nature to each other while discarding samples of the 
user which are not similar. 

Claim 1's "to displaying the properties identified as distinguishing members of 
the selected group from users that are not members of the selected group;" is 
anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
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method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an impost er but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim Vs " receiving user input specifying a name for the selected group ; and" is 
anticipated by Brown et al, claim 3, where it recites: 



3. A method for verifying whether a user of a system is authorized using 
keystroke information according to claim 2, wherein the purifying step uses a 
self-organizing neural network to group said imposter training signals and 
said user training signals into clusters having similar keystroke 
characteristics. 



Claim Vs " persistently storing the specified name in a manner that associates 
the specified name with the selected group, enabling the specified name to be displayed 
in conjunction with the selected group at a future time." is anticipated by Brown et al, 
col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 106 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 1 0, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 114 
and an optional monitor interface 116 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 102 and clock 104 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 12 so that 
host 1 12 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the prog ram used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an imposter . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 
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Claim 2 

Claim 2s "The method of claim 1 , further comprising, for each selected 1 group, 
displaying with each property identified for the selected group an icon representing the 
property." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 7 

Claim 7's "A method in a computing system for analyzing each of a plurality of 
groups of items, comprising: 

retrieving information identifying, for each of a plurality of groups, items that are 
members of the group; and" is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 2, lin. 3-7, where it 
recites: 



Accordingly, one object of this invention is to provide a method and 
apparatus for verifying the authenticity of a user of a system having a low 
imposter pass rate, a low false alarm rate, while only requiring a small 
number of keystrokes from the user. 
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Claim 7's "for each group, analyzing attributes of the items of the group to identify 
attributes that distinguish items that are members of the group from items that are not 
members of the group." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 2, lin. 22-25, where it recites: 



The self-organizing network outputs purified samples of the authorized user 
which are similar in nature to each other while discarding samples of the 
user which are not similar. 



Claim 8 

Claim 8's "The method of claim 7, further comprising, for each group, generating 
a characterization of the group that incorporates the attributes identified for the group." 
is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Claim 9 

Claim 9's "The method of claim 7, further comprising, for at least one selected 
group, displaying indications of the identified attributes in conjunction 2 with an 
indication of the identified group." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where 
it recites: 
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Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Claim 10 

Claim 10's "The method of claim 7, further comprising, for each selected group, 
displaying with each attribute identified for the selected group an icon representing the 
attribute." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Claim 11 

Claim 1 Vs "receiving user input specifying a name for the distinguished group; 
and" is anticipated by Brown et al, claim 3, where it recites: 



3. A method for verifying whether a user of a system is authorized using 
keystroke information according to claim 2, wherein the purifying step uses a 
self-organizing neural network to group said imposter training signals and 
said user training signals into clusters having similar keystroke 
characteristics. 
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Claim 1 1's "persistently storing the specified name in a manner that associates 
the specified name with the distinguished group, enabling the specified name to be 
displayed in conjunction with the distinguished group at a future time." is anticipated by 
Brown et al, col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 106 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 10, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 114 
and an optional monitor interface 1 16 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 102 and clock 104 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 12 so that 
host 1 12 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the p rogram used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an imposter . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 



Claim 12 

Claim 12's "The method of claim 7 wherein the analyzed attributes of the items 
are binary attributes having one of two possible values." is anticipated by Brown et al, 
col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 106 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 10, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 114 
and an optional monitor interface 116 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 102 and clock 104 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 12 so that 
host 112 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the prog ram used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an imposter . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
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the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 



Claim 13 

Claim 13's "The method of claim 12, further comprising converting values of a 
multivalued attribute having one of more than two possible values to binary values of an 
analyzed binary attribute." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 106 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 10, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 114 
and an optional monitor interface 1 16 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 102 and clock 104 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 12 so that 
host 112 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the program used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an imposter . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 



Claim 14 

Claim 14's "The method of claim 12, further comprising converting values of a 
continuous attribute having any of a range of numerical values to binary values of an 
analyzed binary attribute." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 106 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 10, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 114 
and an optional monitor interface 116 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 102 and clock 104 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 12 so that 
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host 1 12 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the program used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an im poster . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 



Claim 15 

Claim 15's "The method of claim 7 wherein the analyzed attributes of the items 
are multivalued attributes having one of more than two possible values." is anticipated 
by Brown et al, col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 106 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 10, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 114 
and an optional monitor interface 116 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 102 and clock 104 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 12 so that 
host 112 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the program used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an imposter . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 



Claim 16 

Claim 16's "The method of claim 7 wherein the analyzed attributes of the items 
are continuous attributes having any of a range of numerical values." is anticipated by 
Brown et al, col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 106 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 10, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 114 
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and an optional monitor interface 116 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 102 and clock 104 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 1 2 so that 
host 1 12 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the program used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an imposter . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 



Claim 26 

Claim 26's "A computer-readable medium whose contents cause a computing 
system to analyze each of a plurality of groups of items by: 

retrieving information identifying, for each of a plurality of groups, items that are 
members of the group; and" is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 2, lin. 3-7, where it 
recites: 



Accordingly, one object of this invention is to provide a method and 
apparatus for verifying the authenticity of a user of a system having a low 
imposter pass rate, a low false alarm rate, while only requiring a small 
number of keystrokes from the user. 



Claim 26's "for each group, analyzing attributes of the items of the group to 
identify attributes that distinguish items that are members of the group from items that 
are not members of the group." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 2, lin. 22-25, where it 
recites: 



The self-organizing network outputs purified samples of the authorized user 
which are similar in nature to each other while discarding samples of the 
user which are not similar. 



Claim 27 
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Claim 27's "The computer-readable medium of claim 26 wherein the contents of 
the computer-readable medium further cause the computing system to, for each group, 
generate a characterization of the group that incorporates the attributes identified for the 
group." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Claim 28 

Claim 28's "The computer-readable medium of claim 26 wherein the contents of 
the computer-readable medium further cause the computing system to, for at least one 
selected group, display indications of the identified attributes in conjunction with an 
indication of the identified group." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where 
it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 
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Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 29 

Claim 29's "displaying information identifying the selected group; and" is 
anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination. 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 

Claim 29's "in conjunction with the displayed information identifying the selected 
group, displaying one or more icons, each icon indicating a characteristic of members of 
the selected group that differentiates typical members of the selected group from typical 
members of the other groups." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it 
recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
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method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 30 

Claim 30's "The method of claim 29 wherein a plurality of icons are displayed, 
and wherein the plurality of icons is displayed in an order corresponding to the extent to 
which the characteristic indicated by each differentiates typical members of the selected 
group from typical members of the other groups." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, 
lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 31 

Claim 31's "The method of claim 29, further comprising displaying, in conjunction 
with each displayed icon, an indication of the extent to which the characteristic indicated 
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by each differentiates typical members of the selected group from typical members of 
the other groups." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 32 

Claim 32's "The method of claim 29, further comprising displaying, in conjunction 
with each displayed icon, a shape whose length indicates the extent to which the 
characteristic indicated by the displayed icon differentiates typical members of the 
selected group from typical members of the other groups." is anticipated by Brown et al, 
col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 
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Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 33 

Claim 33's "The method of claim 29, further comprising displaying, in conjunction 
with each displayed icon, an indication of the extent to which the members of the 
selected group has the characteristic indicated by the icon." is anticipated by Brown et 
al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 34 

Claim 34 J s "The method of claim 29, further comprising displaying, in conjunction 
with each displayed icon, the percentage of the members of the selected group has the 
characteristic indicated by the icon." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, 
where it recites: 
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Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 41 

Claim 41 's "The method of claim 29 wherein the characteristic indicated by a 
distinguished one of the displayed icons is possession of a distinguished attribute by at 
least a portion of the members of the selected group." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 
13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 42 
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Claim 42's "The method of claim 29 wherein the characteristic indicated by a 
distinguished one of the displayed icons is non-possession of a distinguished attribute 
by at least a portion of the members of the selected group." is anticipated by Brown et 
al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 44 

Claim 44's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons conveys 
the likeness of a shopping basket." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, 
where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 
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Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 45 

Claim 45's "The method of claim 29 wherein the displayed icons are brand logo 
icons that indicate actions related to one or more brands of products." is anticipated by 
Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . ° 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 

Claim 46 

Claim 46's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons conveys 
the likeness of a shopping basket overlaid by a circle-slash symbol indicating negation." 
is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
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method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 

Claim 47 

Claim 47's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons indicates 
a high number of item purchases." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, 
where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 

Claim 48 

Claim 48's The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons indicates 
a low number of item purchases." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where 
it recites: 
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Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 49 

Claim 49 5 s "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons conveys 
the likeness of a coupon." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it 
recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 50 
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Claim 50's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons conveys 
the likeness of a coupon overlaid by a circle-slash symbol indicating negation." is 
anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 51 

Claim 51 's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons indicates 
a high level of coupon use." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it 
recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 
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Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 52 

Claim 52's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons indicates 
a low level of coupon use." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it 
recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 53 

Claim 53's The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons conveys 
the likeness of a dollar sign." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it 
recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
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not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 54 

Claim 54's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons conveys 
the likeness of a dollar sign overlaid by a circle-slash symbol indicating negation." is 
anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 55 

Claim 55's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons indicates 
a high level of spending." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it 
recites: 
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Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicabl e 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 56 

Claim 56's "The method of claim 29 wherein one of the displayed icons indicates 
a low level of spending." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it 
recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 57 
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Claim 57's "The method of claim 29, further comprising displaying a control 
usable by a user to specify a name for the selected group." is anticipated by Brown et 
al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 58 

Claim 58's "The method of claim 29 wherein the selected group and the other 
groups are mutually exclusive, in that no item belongs to more than one group. 



Claim 60 

Claim 60's "The computing system of claim 59 wherein the display generation 
subsystem causes a plurality of icons to be displayed, in an order corresponding to the 
extent to which the characteristic indicated by each differentiates typical members of the 
selected group from typical members of the other groups." is anticipated by Brown et al, 
col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 
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Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination. 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 61 

Claim 61 5 s "The computing system of claim 59 wherein the display generation 
subsystem causes to be displayed, in conjunction with each displayed icon, an 
indication of the extent to which the characteristic indicated by each differentiates typical 
members of the selected group from typical members of the other groups." is 
anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 
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Claim 62 

Claim 62's "The computing system of claim 59 wherein the display generation 
subsystem causes to be displayed, in conjunction with each displayed icon, a shape 
whose length indicates the extent to which the characteristic indicated by the displayed 
icon differentiates typical members of the selected group from typical members of the 
other groups." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 63 

Claim 63's "The computing system of claim 59 wherein the display generation 
subsystem causes to be displayed, in conjunction with each displayed icon, the 
percentage of the members of the selected group has the characteristic indicated by the 
icon." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
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not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 64 

Claim 64's "One or more computer memories collectively containing a data 
structure identifying possible characterizations of groups of items, comprising a plurality 
of indications each indicating one of a plurality of possible characterizations of groups of 
items, such that the contents of the data structure may be used to select possible 
characterization that characterize a group of items." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 
13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Claim 65 

Claim 65's "The computer memories of claim 64 wherein the data structure 
further comprises, for each indicated possible characterization, information identifying 
an icon associated with the possible characterization, such that the contents of the data 
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structure may be used to display icons associated with the selected possible 
characterizations." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Claim 66 

Claim 66's "The computer memories of claim 64 wherein the data structure 
further comprises, for each indicated possible characterization, information indicating a 
differentiation threshold, the differentiation threshold indicating the extent to which the 
subject of the possible characterization must differentiate a group of items from items in 
other groups in order for the possible characterization to apply to the group of items, 
such that possible characterizations may be selected based upon satisfaction of their 
differentiation thresholds." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it 
recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 
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Claim 67 

Claim 67's "One or more generated data signals collectively conveying a data 
structure indicating a characterization of a group of items, comprising information 
identifying one or more characteristics that distinguish typical items in the group of items 
from typical items outside the group of items, such that the contents of the data 
structure may be used to display characteristics of the group of items that characterize 
the group of items." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Claim 68 

Claim 68's "The generated data signals of claim 67 wherein the data structure is 
displayable document." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 
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Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 69 

Claim 69' s "The generated data signals of claim 67 wherein the data structure is 
an HTML document." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 1 06 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 10, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 1 14 
and an optional monitor interface 116 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 1 02 and clock 1 04 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 12 so that 
host 112 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the program used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an imposter . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 



The prior art disclosure does not limit itself to a specific data structure type. 



Claim 70 

Claim 70's "The generated data signals of claim 67 wherein the data structure is 
an ActiveX control." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 6, lin. 5-22, where it recites: 



To construct a vector representing the timing of keystroke characteristics, the 
terminal 100 has clock 104 connected to processor 102 so that the timing of 
the keystrokes can be determined. The terminal 100 also contains 
components such as host interface 106 for connecting the terminal to the 
host, a RAM 108, a ROM 1 10, a system bus 1 12, a keyboard interface 1 14 
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and an optional monitor interface 116 connected to optional monitor 118, for 
example. Processor 102 and clock 104 are used to construct the vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics of the user. The vector 
representing the keystroke characteristics can be sent to host 1 12 so that 
host 1 12 can determine whether the user is an authorized user or an 
imposter. Alternatively, terminal 100 might contain the program used to 
determine whether the user is authorized or an imposter . The present 
invention has been successfully tested using a data capture program utilizing 
the X window system running on an IBM.RTM. R/S 6000 graphics 
workstation. 



The prior art disclosure does not limit itself to a specific data structure type. 



Claim 71 

Claim 71 's "The generated data signals of claim 67 wherein the data structure 
contains an application that displays characteristics of the group of items in a display 
area." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 72 
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Claim 72's "The generated data signals of claim 67 wherein the data structure 
further comprises, for each identified characteristic, information identifying an icon 
representing the characteristic, such that the contents of the data structure may be used 
to display an icon representing each identified characteristic." is anticipated by Brown et 
al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 

Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 

Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 

Claim 73 

Claim 73's "The generated data signals of claim 67 wherein the data structure 
further comprises information identifying an order for the identified characteristics that 
reflects the relative extents to which the identified characteristics distinguish typical 
items in the group of items from typical items outside the group of items, such that the 
contents of the data structure may be used to display indications of the identified 
characteristics in the identified order." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, 
where it recites: 
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Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination. 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 74 

Claim 74's "The generated data signals of claim 73 wherein the identified order 
for the identified characteristics reflects the relative extents to which the identified 
characteristics distinguish typical items in the group of items from typical items outside 
the group of items." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Levels of access are depicted by a listing of user/imposter determinations. 

Claim 75 
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Claim 75's "The generated data signals of claim 67 wherein the data structure 
further comprises information indicating the extent to which the items in the group of 
items possess each of the identified characteristics." is anticipated by Brown et al, claim 
6, where it recites: 



6. A method for verifying whether a user of a system is authorized using 
keystroke information according to claim 1 , wherein the determining step 
uses a distance method to determine a distance between a vector 
representative of the signal to be tested and a vector representative of at 
least one user training signal and if said determined distance is less than a 
predetermined distance, allowing access to the system. 



Claim 77 

Claim 77's "One or computer memories collectively containing a data structure 
indicating a characterization of a group of items, comprising information identifying one 
or more characteristics that distinguish typical items in the group of items from typical 
items outside the group of items, such that the contents of the data structure may be 
used to display characteristics of the group of items that characterize the group of 
items." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 
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Claim 78 

Claim 78's "The computer memories of claim 77 wherein the data structure 
further comprises, for each identified characteristic, information identifying an icon 
representing the characteristic, such that the contents of the data structure may be used 
to display an icon representing each identified characteristic." is anticipated by Brown et 
al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 

Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 

Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 

Claim 79 

Claim 79' s "The computer memories of claim 77 wherein the data structure 
further comprises information identifying an order for the identified characteristics that 
reflects the relative extents to which the identified characteristics distinguish typical 
items in the group of items from typical items outside the group of items, such that the 
contents of the data structure may be used to display indications of the identified 
characteristics in the identified order." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, 
where it recites: 
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Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Displaying the stored data is well within the broadest reasonable interpretation of this 
disclosure. 



Claim 80 

Claim 80's "The computer memories of claim 79 wherein the identified order for 
the identified characteristics reflects the relative extents to which the identified 
characteristics distinguish typical items in the group of items from typical items outside 
the group of items." is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 13, lin. 48-59, where it recites: 



Alternatively, instead of denying the user access to the system, it is possible 
to perform other steps. For example, if the user is determined to be an 
imposter, the user might be required to enter additional password type 
information. Alternatively, a system operator can be notified that a user has 
not passed the keystroke test and the system operator might verify that the 
person at the terminal is actually the authorized user by some other type of 
method. However, the invention is not limited to giving a specific response 
once the user is determined to be authorized or an imposter but is applicable 
to any type of response to the authorized user/imposter determination . 



Levels of access are depicted by a listing of user/imposter determinations. 



Response to Amendment 
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Applicant did not amend his claims to respond to the rejections by Examiner and 
instead presents arguments as to his theories why the rejections are not accurate. 
Examiner disagrees: 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §101 
Applicant argues that the following examples are useful, concrete, and tangible 
applications: 

In at least one embodiment of Applicants' invention, "a software facility ('the 
facility') [provides] for automatically characterizing and enabling a user to 
persistently name data segments containing items." 

This abstract feature is inherent to standard software languages. The ability to 
name a simple array of data is an example of this (i.e., ArrayName[1], ArrayName[2], 
ArrayName[3], ... ArrayName[N].) This is not concrete and tangible. It is well settled that 
computer programs per se are not statutory. Likewise, elements for constructing 
computer programs are not statutory either. 

The facility "receives information identifying one or more groups of items, 
such as groups identified among the items using data mining data 
segmentation techniques," and the information received by the facility "also 
indicates, for each item in each group which attributes characterize the item 
from any number of possible attributes (for that item)." (page 4, lines 1 0-1 9). 

Which attributes? Mathematical attributes? Logical attributes? Physical 
attributes? Applicant's reference here is broader in practical application (and more 
abstract) than a pure mathematical algorithm... in fact pure mathematical attributes are a 
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subset of what Applicant recites here. The concept is not applied to anything. It is just a 
method for naming groups of abstract things. At least in In re Warmerdam, those 
applicants described a "bubble hierarchy" for their data. In this case, Applicant doesn't 
even go that far to limit exactly what things are to be named. Applicant's example is 
again so abstract that a reasonable person looking at the disclosure cannot identify 
exactly what the naming algorithm is to be applied. It is simply a naming process. 



"Based upon the membership of the groups and the attributes of the items in 
each group, the facility applies additional data mining techniques to identify, 
for each group, characteristics of the items of the group that most 
significantly distinguish the group from other groups." (page 4, Iine28 to page 
5, line 2). 



Again, what characteristics? What kind of data is being data mined? Applicant 
refuses to provide an answer. These questions are critical to determine whether a 
statutory practical application has been disclosed. Applicant simply recites an abstract 
description of an algorithm that divides "things" into classes and subclasses. It is not 
limited to a practical application in the least. 



The information presented by the facility gives a user of the facility a sense 
of the significance of the group it characterizes and enables the user of the 
facility to compose a mnemonic name for the group (page 5, lines 25-28) and 
assists the user to conceptualize the significance of a particular group of 
items and to persistently name the group for future reference, (page 6, lines 
3-5). 



Again, this description encompasses a simple array or "Typedef" structure in 
C++. Giving a user a "sense of the significance of the group" is clearly not 
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patentable... a sense of significance is simply human thought per se and unpatentable in 
any form. An abstract facility to compose mnemonic names for data structures 
encompasses the naming conventions for arrays and 'Typedef structures (e.g., 
Array1[1], Array1[2], ...Array1[N].) This still does not disclose the thing to which it is 
applied. It is simply an element of a programming language. As stated before, software 
programs per se are not patentable. Likewise, abstract elements of such programs are 
not patentable either. 

Aside from the fact that Applicants' evidence for their argument is actually 
disclosed only, in the Specification and is not claimed (and cannot be "read into" the 
claims under In re Donaldson ) Examiner notes that Applicants have not shifted their 
burden by distinguishing this case from the facts in the case In re Warmerdam , which 
was the basis of Examiner's rejections in the previous non-final rejection. Claims that 
are not distinguishable in statutory nature from those in Warmerdam are clearly not 
statutory so the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §101 STAND. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S1 12. first paragraph 
Since the §101 rejections properly stand, the related §112, first paragraph 
rejections stand as well.,, 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102 
On a preliminary note, Applicant argues that Examiner "dissected" the claims into 
discrete elements in order to examine them. Examiner disagrees with this argument. 
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Examiner found the prior art that anticipates Applicants' invention in its 
entirety... not piecemeal. If it were the case that piecemeal examination was necessary, 
Examiner would have used a 103 rejection instead of a 102. Examiner does not find that 
a 103 rejection is appropriate in this case. The invention in its entirety is anticipated by 
the prior art presented by Examiner. 

Examiner discussed each clause written by Applicant in the order presented by 
Applicant. Examiner highlighted portions of those claims that were especially important, 
but did not remove portions of the claims in order to examine them... Again, if that were 
necessary, a 103 rejection would have been used. The entirety of the claims and 
clauses are anticipated by the prior art selected by Examiner... as will be shown below. 

First, applicants argue the following about claim 1 : 

The cited reference fails to disclose, suggest or teach the step of "retrieving 
information identifying, for each of a plurality of groups, users that are 
members of the group." 

Examiner found that this clause of the claim is anticipated by Brown et al, col. 2, 
lin. 3-7, where it recites: 

Accordingly, one object of this invention is to provide a method and 
apparatus for verifying the authenticity of a user of a system having a low 
imposter pass rate, a low false alarm rate, while only requiring a small 
number of keystrokes from the user . 

Applicants' clause discloses that their claimed system "retrieves information". 
The prior art does the same by capturing the keystrokes of a user, while he uses the 
computer, in order to analyze the keystroke patterns in order to determine if the user is 
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an "imposter" or an "authorized user". The two main "groups" the prior art discloses are 
"imposters" and "authorized users". 

The main difference between the claimed invention and the prior art is that the 
prior art actually discloses the practical application of analyzing keystrokes . In the 
current application, the claimed invention encompasses this use as well as many other 
uses because no limitation to a practical application is specified in the claim... it simply 
retrieves "information identifying, for each of a plurality of groups, users that are 
members of the group". This could apply to keystroke data, heart rhythm data, facial 
recognition data, voice data, retinal scan data, fingerprint data, badge number, etc. All 
of these things operate differently and there is no disclosure in the claim of how to 
practice the individual applications (hence the 1 12 rejection.) In fact, there is no 
limitation to any such practical application at all... hence the 101 rejection. It is clear that 
the prior art is actually a subset of the unlimited, abstract claim submitted by Applicant. 

Applicant further argues that: 

...the processed information is associated solely with the user (e.g., the user 
provided the information). Moreover, the same user may provide information 
that is different from information previously provided at a prior time. In 
contrast, in Applicants' invention, the information identifies users that are 
members of a group, which can be more than one user. Thus, for at least 
this reason, "verifying the authenticity of a user of a system" is distinct from 
and not the same as "retrieving information identifying . . . users that are 
members of the group." 

On a threshold issue, much of what Applicant discusses here is not in the claim. 
Furthermore, the claim is not written in means-plus-function format, so limitations in the 
Specification cannot be "read into" the claim under In re Donaldson . The claim stands or 
falls on its own. .."in light" of the Specification. 
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The group in the prior art denoted by "authorized user" is capable of containing 
more than one user. Furthermore, the group in the prior art denoted by "imposter" may 
also contain more than one unauthorized user. 

Applicant's claim assertion that " ...the information identifies users that are 
members of a group, which can be more than one user" is of no novelty. There is no 
patentable difference between that and the prior art. In fact, the prior art expressly 
states that there may be multiple users classified as "authorized" to access a single 
system. Specifically, in the last sentence of the "Field of the Invention" section recites: 

The present invention is applicable to any type of system in which access to 
the system is desired to be limited to authorized users. (Emphasis added.) 



Applicant further argues that: 



The cited reference fails to disclose, suggest or teach the second feature for 
at least the reason that the purified samples of a single user (i.e., the 
authorized user) are distinct from and not the same as the properties of the 
members of the group. The purified samples are associated with one user 
(the authorized user) while the properties are associated with the members 
of the group. Moreover, the Examiner completely failed to consider the latter 
portion of the second feature, which states "the analyzed properties relating 
to interactions with the subject Web site undertaken by the users." 

It is clear in the abstract of the prior art that the different groups could have 
multiple users. The prior art states this in the last sentence of the "Field of the Invention" 
section where it recites: 



The present invention is applicable to any type of system in which access to 
the system is desired to be limited to authorized users. (Emphasis added.) 
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Applicant further argues that: 



...the cited reference fails to disclose, suggest or teach the third feature for 
at least the reason that a response given once the user is determined to be 
authorized or an imposter is distinct from and not the same as the displaying 
of the properties that distinguish members of a group. 



Again, the prior art states this in the last sentence of the "Field of the 
Invention" section where it recites: 



The present invention is applicable to any type of system in which access to 
the system is desired to be limited to authorized users. (Emphasis added.) 



Applicant further argues that: 



The cited reference fails to disclose, suggest or teach the fourth feature for at 
least the reason that grouping training signals into clusters having similar 
keystroke similarities is distinct from and not the same as receiving input 
specifying a name for the group. Where the user can input the name of the 
group via a sequence of keystrokes, this is distinctly different from the 
"keystroke characteristics" as disclosed by Brown et al. 



Examiner found that this was anticipated by the part of the prior art that 
discussed using a self-organizing neural network. Why? A self-organizing network is an 
unsupervised learning method. By definition, it learns patterns in data without being told 
what it should look for... the clusters it creates have no labels. In order to use the 
resulting clusters, the user/trainer must tell the system whether the pattern it detected is 
in the "authorized user" cluster or whether it is in the "imposter" cluster (The training 
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user knows this because he knows which user the training data came from. He knows 
whether that user is authorized or not.) Labeling a cluster is not novel or non-obvious in 
the art and the rejection of this claim STANDS. 
Applicant further argues that: 



The cited reference fails to disclose, suggest or teach the final feature for at 
least the reason that a terminal containing a program is distinct from and not 
the same as persistently storing the specified name. Moreover, "enabling the 
specified name to be displayed in conjunction with the selected group at a 
future time" as recited by the latter part of the final feature is not and cannot 
be the same as a terminal containing a program used to authorize a user as 
disclosed in Brown et al. 

This feature is inherent to a classifier system. If the name of the cluster weren't 
stored, the system wouldn't be able to tell the operational user the result of the 
classification process. The prior art tells the operational user which users are 
"authorized" and which are "imposters". In order to tell the operational user the 
difference, the program needs to know the difference... it needs to have learned the 
labels from the training user. 

Applicant further argues that: 



The cited reference fails to disclose, suggest or teach the second feature for 
at least the reason that outputting purified samples of a single user (i.e., the 
authorized user) is distinct from and not the same as "analyzing attributes of 
the items of the group to identify the attributes that distinguish items that are 
members of the group from items that are not members of the group." Similar 
to the reasoning provided above in conjunction with Claim 1 , the cited 
reference disclose:, processing of input provided by a at most a single 
authorized user, which is not the same as analyzing the attributes of the 
items of the group in that there may be more than one item in the group. 
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The "Field of the Invention" section of the prior art expressly makes clear that the 
different groups could have multiple users. There it recites: 



The present invention is applicable to any type of system in which access to 
the system is desired to be limited to authorized users. (Emphasis added.) 



Applicant further argues that: 



...Examiner seems to have failed to address the last feature of Claim 59. 
Because the Examiner used the same reference in Brown et al. to reject the 
other features of Claim 59, Applicants will assume that this same reference 
will be applied to the last feature of Claim 59. 

Examiner did make a mistake with that claim. The last feature was not addressed. Upon 
additional consideration of that claim, the §102 rejection is withdrawn from that claim 
only because Applicant, otherwise, would not have sufficient opportunity to comment on 
any further rejections Examiner would make against that clause of the claim. 
Applicant further argues that: 



With reference to independent Claims 67 and 77, the Examiner indicated 
that each of the claims is also anticipated by Brown et al. col. 13, lines 48-59, 
as recited above. In each rejection, other than again making a specific 
reference to the portion of the cited reference that states "the invention is not 
limited to giving a specific response once the user is determined to be 
authorized or an imposter, but is, applicable to any type of response to the 
authorized user/imposter determination," the Examiner gave no further 
statement or indication as to how the language of the claim has been 
interpreted to support the rejection as required by MPEP 21 00. In response, 
Applicants point out that the cited reference of Brown et al. has to do with a 
response that is given subsequent to an authorized user/imposter 
determination. This is distinctly different than and fails to disclose, suggest or 
teach "information identifying one or more characteristics that distinguish 
typical items in the group of items from typical items outside the group of 
items" as recited in each of Claims 67 and 77. 
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There is no need for Examiner to define the outer bounds of a reasonable interpretation 
of the prior art. None of those interpretations was claimed. Therefore, those unclaimed 
interpretations are not legally relevant to the issues relating to the current claims. It is 
sufficient for Examiner to say that Applicant's current claim is anticipated by the 
broadest reasonable interpretation of the prior art. 



Conclusion 

19. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Wilbert L. Starks, Jr. whose telephone number is (703) 
305-0027. 



Alternatively, inquiries may be directed to the following: 
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S. P. E. Anthony Knight (703) 308- 3179 

After-final (FAX) (703) 746-7238 

Official (FAX) (703) 746-7239 

Non-Official/Draft (FAX) (703) 746-7240 



WLS 

06 August 2004 




